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CHAPTER I 
PURPOSE OF TI-'ili STUDY 
:Many comments have been read into the record of public 
opinion, by persons responsible and otherwise, with regard 
to the coverage of science in the ne\v-spaper s. Huch of the 
critici sm of science reporting has been valid. But more of 
it has been specious, irrespon sible , and a t best , based 
upon a limited observa tion. Unti l this year, no directory 
of science editors existed, and the present one is by no 
means satisfactory , though a step in the right direction. 
WORKING PRESS OF THE NATION; the directory alluded to, 
lists 116 nevrspaper 11 science editors. 11 On the assumption 
that each listing i>Ias a val id one, 116 question..naires v.rere 
mailed , one for ea ch name listed. 
The r e t urns, hovrever , i ndica ted an extremely loose 
compilation . Six of these " sci.e ce editors " 'l.·mr_-ed on 
college ne-vrspc:q)ers. One of these freely admitted , 11 ••• I 
am just as much their vlhimsy editor end soap editor. 11 
Replies such as, "never had a science editor , " "thi s paper 
has no one actually wor k ing a s a science reporter," "few 
papers of our size have a full time science e ditor," and 
the like, vrere typical. 
The quest ion na t ur ally arises, hm·r is it , t hen , that 
the se paper s vrere lis ted a s employing a full time s cience 
1 
-editor? Some had no idea hovJ they had achieved the listing; 
others freely ailinitted to falsifying a science editor so 
that they might receive and have access to restricted 
science ma terial. The fact is, that on the basis of replies 
received in the questionnaires and subsequent investigation, 
the writer is prepared to hazard the opinion that not one 
half of the nevrspaper "science editors" listed as such, are 
valid according to our definition of a science editor. 2 
Certainly, if any listing is made at all, the present one 
should be revised and a careful replacement drm·m up. 
Importance of the study. We the people at this moment 
are teetering with a giddy sort of hysteria on a globe that 
is being crushed betvreen t\vo iron curtains . The one bears 
the mark ings of the atom and is manifested in an hysterical 
armaments race. The other needs no markings. The papers 
calling the tune a re the scientists and the politicians. 
The man in the street has ah.rays done a j ig for the pol-
itician; the scientist has learned to wield his power only 
in the last quarter century. Politicians have risen and 
fallen since one man first shared another's cave and fire. 
The scientist is a ne\ver phenomenon, albeit an auesome one, 
Lmderstood by too few people. Without entering into a· 
discussion of the dangers inherent either in deification 
of our scientists, or rejection of them, suffice to say 
that 'l.vi thout a common understanding between scientist and 
z -
-citizen, our planet is headed for chaos. 
The primary liaison betvmen the individual and 
society in our day ha s been the newspaper. If then, the 
ne1..;-spaper is t he instrument on vhich t he basis for under -
standing bet1veen the scientist and the citizen is built , 
it becomes vi tally important to us to learn hm·J the 
nevrspaper s fit into this picture . It becomes v itally i m-
portant to learn what they are doing to foster certain 
illusions and to clarify others, and 1>rhether t hey are 
serving their purpose of bridging the gap betvreen scientis t 
and la~nan, and p roviding the ba sis for a co~~on under -
standing . The ansvJers to these and to the other questions 
that arise are to be found in an examination of the con-
tents of the n ewspapers themselves. To the best of the 
vlriter 1 s knowledge, no deta iled analysis of s cience 
vrri ting in t he ne,:Jspape rs has ever been a ttempted. 
2. THE PROBLEM 
State~ent of the problem . It is the purpose of this 
study (1) to outline the development of science reporting; 
( 2 ) to find out \vha t newspapers \vere doing v;i th science ; 
and (3) to inquire into the backgrounds of science 
writers and nevspaper practice for the purpose of eval -
uating the cau sal relationships between vrhat the public 
understands a bout science and vrhat the nevrspapers under-
3 
-stand about the public's kno'l.vl edge of science. 
3. THE HETHOD 
Choosing the ne\·Tspapers to be studied, and the 
period of time in vJhich they \vere to be studied, i mmediate-
ly gave rise to the problem that has beset every researcher 
in such a study as this. That problem is to decide the 
area of investigation that can adequately be covered, 
keeping in mind the amount of work that can be done by a 
single researcher in a specified period of time. Was it 
better, for instance, to cover all of the ne\-rspapers in 
2!!.§. community such as Ne\v York or Boston, or to try to 
effect a geographical coverage, hitting only the largest 
newspapers in the largest cities? The disadvantages of 
both courses are re~dily apparent. You can't study the 
papers in Nev.r Yorlc: and apply your findings to a midwestern 
city like Chicago,for instru1ce. On the other hand, trying 
to cover the entire country by means of sampling five or 
six newspapers at first glance appears ridiculous. How-
ever, if the reader will stop for a moment to consider 
the tremendous influence \<fielded by half a dozen ne'l.vs-
papers such as the New York Times, the Kansas City Star, 
the Chicago Tribune etc., the sampling looms larger 
large enough in fact to be quite significant. 
The ne\vSpapers \-Jere chosen, then, · on the basis of 
.,. 
prestige and inf luence after a geographical stratific-
ation had been set up. (This, unfortunately, 1r1as 
somewhat limited by the particula r papers which were 
readily available for study.) Only metropolitan dailies 
were included. 
The ne\vspapers used were The Nevr York Times (City 
Edition); The Washington Post; The Denver Post (Home 
Edition); The Kansas City Times (Evening); The San Diego 
Journal; The Portland Oregon Journal (Final Edition); 
and the Christian Science Monitor (Atlantic Edition). 
Sunday editions ·Here omitted from the study. The period 
studied was one month: January 23rd through February 22nd. 
Shortly after the study had begun, President Truman 
anno~mced that the United State s would begin work on the 
hydro gen bomb project. It was decided t hen and there 
that a special study would be made of the impact of this 
announcement and of subsequent development s on that 
segment of the press studied. It vTill be noted that chap-
ter Vl, therefore, is devoted entirely to news of the 
H-bomb. 
The central focus of the study was on the total 
impact of all science coverage. For this reason , headline 
space as 1.vell as picture space ~rms counted in the column 
totals. Wire stories were separ a ted from local stories 
only for the purpose of determining to what degree news-
papers were developing necessary background information. 
The assumption vms that if the coverage v-ms adequate 
reasonably to inform the voters in a democracy, its 
source \lias unimportant. 
After measuring the "quantity" of the stories, the 
"quality" \vas measured, so to speak. To this end, five 
broad categories were set up. (1) Straight news stories , 
a reporter's factual account of an event. A column 
headed "Truman Orders H-Bomb Built For Security Pending 
An Atomic Pact; Congress Hails Step; Board Begins Job, 
Historic Decision," is a good example of this class. 
( 2) Stories with political aspects, vlhere legislators and 
the legislative machinery are the important components of 
a story and the science angle becomes an important ''peg" 
to hang the account on. This might be exemplified by a 
New York Times story of January 26th: "Vandenberg Quits 
Atomic Unit As Important Decisions Arise. Senator Arthur 
Vandenberg Of Michigan Is Resigning From Joint Congress-
ional AEC Just At The Time \vhen Members Considering The 
H-Bomb Problem. Ill Health Reason." (3) Opinion or 
interpretative comment, composed chiefly of the Wa shington 
colu~ists and editorials. (4) Background or explanatory 
stories, material of a nature essentially designed to 
"transla te 11 the mass of technique and technology from the 
lower regions of scientific nomenclatUre to :the level of 
b 
-everyday language. 
The pioneering articles of William 1. Laurence 
,,.,rhich began in 1940 (after a battle \·lith the editors of 
The New York Times) \vi th an article on an obscure phen-
omenon called "fission," and have steadily averaged a 
full column each day since, are a good example of this 
class. A fifth category of "sensational 11 news vras set up 
fruitlessly for it became evident early in the study that 
mention of atomic shock and horror 1vas almost completely 
l acking in the seven papers studied. Only one paper had 
a total as high as 1% of sensational news, substantiating 
the findings of an earlier study published in the Journal-
ism Quarterly in 1947 3. 
In many instances, overlapping of the categories 
was evident. In othe~ cases, clear-cut distinctions were 
exceedingly difficult to render. For this reason it must 
be kept in mind that, although every attempt was made at 
objectivity, here and else"i,.,here throughout the thesis re 
are not dealing \vi th logar i th.ms, te s t tubes and slide 
rule s • . Ra ther, our concern is 'I.>Ii th the unstable phen-
omenon of language and the co@nunications process, the 
intricacies of '\vhich are lifelong studies in themselves. 
The results obtained are in no \h}'ise conclusive; they a re 
merely guid.eposts to future studies which are needed in 
the ever-gr01.ring co@nunications field. 
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-With regard to the mechanics of the study , the 
first s tep cons isted in meticulously clipping every 
mention of science from the seven papers. These clippings 
included the fields of chemis try , physics, medicine , astron-
omy, geology, electronics, meteorology, aeronautic s, gen-
eral s cience, and both the a t omic and hydrogen bombs. 
Nex t, the collJ.mn totals ;,.,rere added to get a measure of 
tota l i mpact of science news (Table II) , then the s tories 
wer e divided i n to t he categories mentioned , (Table V) . 
The papers were then sifted and re-sifted to gather such 
i nformation a s the percentage of front page stories; the 
average length of ea ch story; breakdowns of the type of 
stories, etc. La stly , the rea dability and the human int-
erest scores were determined according to t he Flesch 
)_!-
sy stem • 
To supplement the information contained in the nev1s-
papers , que s tionnaires vrere us ed t o gain information about 
science editors. Periodicals , ne1vs magazines , and \veek ly 
news - revie\II s ections of the 81-mday papers were scoured 
for backgroLmd information. Although these latter sources 
1vere not formally incorporated into the study 5, they 
proved invaluable in providing a perspective to the ques -
tion of science coverage. 
Although every precaution was taken t o insure ace-
ura cy , small errors of omission and a rithmetic will 
8 
-inevitably appear in a study of this type, and the writer 
makes no claim to infallibility. It is hoped that quoting 
most findings in terms of ratios and percentages vJill 
serve to minimize these sources of error. Lastly, the 
conclusions dravm from the facts are the au thor's o\m 
opinions. 
1 Tom Farrell, The Working Press of the Nation (New York: 
Farrell Publishing Company, 1950). 
2 For purposes of the study, a science editor is one \vho 
spends all or practically all of his time repor ting 
science ne\vs. 
3 Neal 0. Hines, "Atomic Energy and the Press," Journalism 
Quarterly, 2L1-:191t"7. 
4 For explanation of the Flesch system, see Chapter V 
and Appendix. 
5 \tJi th one exception in Chapter VI vJhere the nevrs-revie1.; 
section of the New York Times is mentioned. 
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CHAPTER II 
A BRIEF HISTORY OF SCilli~CE WRITING IN A~ffiRICAN NEWSPAPERS 
Dr. Watson Davis, director of Science Service, speaks, 
in an article in the magazine SCIENCE; of a small leather 
bo~md book on the shelf of his library. The book is called 
ELEHENTS OF A NATURAL PHILOSOPHY2 and it "itra s printed in 
1808 in Philadelphia. The preface of the little book reads 
as follmvs: 
The great object of science is to 
ameliorate the condition of mankind 
by adding to those advantages which he 
naturally possesses. If, then, phil-
osophic knmv-ledge be of such essential 
advantage in the general pursuits of 
society, it surely becomes highly 
expedient to diffuse it in such a 
manner as to enable every class to ob-
tain some portion of the whole. 
This paragraph, written almost 150 years ago, reads 
like something David Lillienthal might have said only 
last week. 
There is nothing particularly new in the idea of bring-
ing sc ience ~ the people. Generations before the founding 
of the American Association For The Advancement of Science, 
researchers like Galileo, Copernicus, Newton , Franklin, 
and a galaxy of others found it expedient to "translate" 
their experiments into the language that the man in the 
street could understand3 In our day, there are many 
10 
liaisons still needed to be set up. Too little is under-
stood, scientists tell us, about the need for pure research. 
The public is glutted with the idea of "miracles in the 
laboratory. 11 Singing commercials profane the airwaves 
promulgating the idea that the laboratory is a place of 
mumbo jumbo that every now and then comes up with some 
mysterious ingredient called ingredient X or Z or any one 
of a million secret formulas that ''make housevmrk a pleasure" 
or "guarantee to stop tooth decay," or the like. Little is 
told to the public of the trial-and-error methods that led 
up to not the discovery of the miracle drug or detergent 
or what have you, but to its perfection. Little is told of 
the thousands upon thousands of experiments that vrere tried 
and found to be failures and then were tried again, and 
again, and again. Little is told of the pure research 
conducted into the nature of fats and soaps decades ago with-
out vlhich the modern "discoveries" 'l:wuld be like trying to 
build a house starting with the third floor and nothing 
beneath. In thirty-four questionnaires received from science 
editors, the greatest single complaint was the paucity of 
science reporting in the pure sciences and the overpopulariz-
ation of so-called ''miracle drugs" and the like. We ~ 
bringing science to the people but it is a bastard brand of 
science that they are receiving. In the present milieu of 
science writing the man in the street cannot come to 
ll 
a ppreciate that the essence of the scientific method is 
trying and trying again; failing and trying again; hard 
work not "miracles. 11 
Nr. Crawford H. Greenei.-Tal t, President of duPont points 
out that it took twelve years and $27 million to bridge 
the gap betvmen basic research and the commercial product-
ion of Nylon~ 
As Mr. Nichols, one of the respondees, pointed out, 
the real foundations of a popular interest in science must 
come from the field of education, not journalism. Each 
year a new crop of eager and inquisitive youngsters make up 
a neH audience for the science vTri ter g their curiosity 
has not been dulled by stilted, didactic teaching. The 
unhappy fact has been indicated time and again and needs no 
documentation here that many of our science teachers are 
dull and incompetent. Perhaps this is an outgrowth of the 
fact that industry w.ill bid. tl'l..ree times higher for the 
services of chemists and physicists than vTill the teaching 
profession. 
Undeveloped as it is, the consciousness of science is 
not nevT to the American public, as the Yank who vras introduc-
ed to trinitrotoluene (TNT) at Verdun, or chlorine in the 
Argonne well knows. It is perhaps significant that the 
older science reporters date the reporting of science neviS 
from the first world war, vThile the younger of the species 
..1..'-
... ___ _ 
find the roots of the science writer in the Mighty Atom. 
Looking in the old newspaper files vTe can find some 
mentions of science in the newspapers of 25 years ago. 
Some of the reporting of World War I vintage is good, 
more of it is a distortion of a pseudo-science conforming 
to the popular concepts of the times. To the Bcientist 
of the day, the reporter was an ill-mannered, boisterous, 
drunken oaf. To the reporter the scientist was a funny 
old codger with a beard who wasted his time with odd-
looking gadgets and childish experiments. Neither tried 
to understand the other and maligning was rampant in both 
quarters. 
The fathers of organized science reporting came 
along in this period (circa 1919) in the persons of 
E. 'v,J. Scripps, a ne"tvspaper publisher, and vl. E. Ritter, a 
biologist from the University of California. Mr . Scripps 
at the time thought that his newspaper enterprises lacked 
something, and that something was the reporting of science. 
In one of his earliest statements of the idea he said: 
It is useless to think of making the 
world safe for democracy without making 
democracy safe for itself. The only vray 
of doing this is to make the democracy 
more intelligent. To be intelligent is 
impossible without having much of the 
knowledge, method and spirit of science, 
therefore it follmvs that the only \rlay to 
make democ~cy safe is to make it more 
scientific. 
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At that time, the two fo~1nders visualized what they 
called the "American Society for the Dissemination of 
Science." Dr. Ritter -vrent on a "stumping tour" of the 
country. He "\vas successful in selling the idea to 
backers and two years later, in 1921, Science Service 
came into being with trustees nominated by three scientific 
groups, the National Academy of Science, The National 
Research Council, and the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science. Dr. Ritter's next job was to 
promote the idea of science to American newspapers, and 
having done that to sell and distribute the popular science 
material his society produced. 
After the beginnings of the Service, it tool<.: about 
a decade for the specialization of science reporting to be 
recognized by the vdre services and the larger ne1.v-spapers. 
In 1921, the Service "\vas mailing one science article a 
week to member newspapers. Today, almost thirty years 
later, the Service leases a wire that spans a continent 
and delivers about 800 vrords a day plus mail copy, plus a 
weekly feature page and other timely .Thatures vJhich reach 
100 cooperating ne'\•Tspapers and other publications vri th a 
readership approximating 10 million. 
The first director of Science Service, until his 
death in 1929 vJas Dr.Ed"\vin E. Slosson,author W the great 
book CREATIVE CHEHISTRY6 vThich presented the 1.mnders of 
14 
chemistry to the lay reader and had a profound effect 
on the public appreciation of chemistry in those days. 
Later the science writers banded together in a 
sort of a little " guild" of \oTri ters ~>Tho made their livings 
from reporting science exclu sively . Today the National 
Association of Science Writers, as it is called, numbers 
about one hundred member s . Mr. Herbert B. Nichols, 
science editor of the Christian Science Monitor, is the 
incumbent president of the association. 
The science editors are divided on the question of 
lvhether or not a small ne\vspaper requires the services 
of a science reporter. One school of thought argues that 
the science editor is unnecessary in the smaller comm-
unity. They argue that the vTire services are adequate 
for science nevrs of general interest and t hat the unusual 
local science story can be covered by t he general assign-
ments reporter. The other school argues that there is 
good copy in any comm~mity of moderate size. The local 
engineers, the nearby college, the local medical society, 
and the science clubs in the high school s are all. rich 
news source s ,they argue. 
One of the biggest barriers to the gro-v,r th of science 
1vri ting has been the availability of competent personnel. 
As Ivir. Nichols puts it, "I don 1 t knovr vrhere you vTould 
find one of us \vho is not hard at work. There aren 1 t very 
15 
many of us either ."? On the question of the qualif-
ications of the science reporter, the editors seem to 
be divided according to rank. That is to say, the higher 
echelon of editors, men like Nichols, Kaempffert, Silverman, 
and others of their stature, seem to think that the 
reporter need be professionally qualified in both science 
and nevrspaper 1.vork -- the type of person who Yillov.rs the 
language of the scientist and who can ask the right 
questions at the right times. Those on the smaller news-
papers seem to think that any training in science is 
inimical to explaining it in simple terms. They maintain 
that understanding a science thoroughly tends to make the 
writer use technical language and vlrite 11 above 11 his 
audience. Their belief springs from the fact that a man 
vrho can understand science and \<Trite an articulate sen-
tence seems to be a "rare bird. 11 All indications point 
to the fact that this is a misconception. Witness the 
fact that specialists in all branches of physical science 
are vrri ting good books on their special ties from legal 
medicine to archeological vestiges of Neanderthal man. 
\vha tever other drav.rbacks may exist to the reporting 
of science news, the editors are unanimous in their op-
inion that it is on the upgrade. Watson Davis likes to 
tell about the time many· ·year s ago '\vhen he learned at a 
scientific gathering t hat rag\veed, not goldenrod, as \vas 
16 
popularly supposed, caused hayfever. He 1.-vent back to his 
ne1.·rspaper office to 1.vri te up the story and viaS pleased to 
hear that it would be featured on page one of the morning 
edition. 11 Imagine my surprise, 11 he says 11 1~rhen the nex t 
day I learned that a 'Friendly' copyreader had changed the 
story t o read that goldenrod, not ragvreed caused hayfever. u8 
That could not happen today. In most nevrspaper city rooms 
science copy is "Sacred Cm-1, 11 not to be touched without the 
expressed a pproval of the author. 
At press time, the current arms race is deifying our 
scientists. Even at this moment a berserk researcher could 
wipe out some 200,000 ci t izens with a single stroke of mad-
ness. Within five years, as a conservative estimate, it 
may be actually possible for a single completed electrica l 
circuit, the push of a singl e button, to annihilate the 120 
governments -- i mperial, national, and colonial -- which 
divide 196 million square miles of earth and more than two 
billion members of the genus homo sapiens. Is it any '-'TOnder 
that the vrri ting of science is evolving into a vi tally 
commanding branch of the vast cormnunica tions field? 
When the taxpayer who really foots the bill, comesto 
appreciate the real significance of the scientific me thod 
~ 
and perhaps• even applies it to his daily life, then the 
reporter will be in step 1-1i th the scientist, the nm-1spaper 
with the laboratory and we 1.>1ill have evolved beyond vThat 
17 
Mr. Kaempffert has called the paleozoic period of science 
vrri ting? 
1 Watson Davis, "Rise of Science Understanding," Science, 
108: 239-46 September 1948 
2 Elements of a Natural Philosophy, (Philadelphia, 1808) 
3 Loc . Cit., p239 
4 Crawford H. Greenvm.l t, "Is Bi gne s s Badness?" Chemical 
and Engineering NeviS, 27:41 p2896 
5 Loc. Cit., p241 
6 Ed-vdn Slosson< Creative Chemistry (New York : The Century 
Company , 1921; 
7 Herbert Nichols, "Recommenda tions For I mproving the 
Coverage of Science," Speech for UNESCO, Paris, Fr ance, 
1949 
8 Loc. Cit., p242 
9 From t he i.vri ter ' s questionnaire 
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CHAPTER III 
A PROFILE OF THE SCIENCE EDITOR 
When we speak of a profile of the science editor we are 
using terms "~<lhich, if not contradictory, are at least mutual-
ly exclusive. There is no average science editor, just as 
there is no average newspaperman. It may be safely said that 
there is no other trade or profession that attract-s such a 
wide dissimilarity of personalities as does journalism. The 
reporters and editors are as varied as the papers they 'wrk 
for; as m1predictable as the audience they write for. This 
heterogeneous character is especially true of the science 
reporter or editor. 
The questionnaires sho-vred the 34 responding editors to 
have just three things in common. 1) Almost all 1;1ere at 
least college graduates; 2) Each had an above-average interest 
in science; and 3) They all shmrJed a marked degree of 11 social 
consciousness." 
None of these traits is surprising . Each '-muld be dictat-
ed by the nature of the newspaperman's job in general and the 
science '\-rri ter 1 s job in particular . The man 'i•Ti thout this 
YJlO"~:Tledge, interest, and responsibility would be doomed to 
mediocrity if not failure., So much for the limited homogeneity 
of the science reporter. \IJhat can be said of him as a genus? 
First, his age ranges from t-vrenty for Robert Erickson of 
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the University of Minnesota to seventy-three for Waldemar 
Kaempffert of the New York Times, with the mean at about 
forty. His education bas already been menti oned but it 
may be added that about 20% of the editors have engaged in 
some form of graduate study. :Host of the reporters cover 
any science story with news significance, doing very little 
background work on it because of the pressure of deadlines. 
They depend mostly on collarj_ng a scientist in the hall 
after a scientific gathering, or in his laboratory and ask-
ing him for a clear explanation in everyday language of the 
phenomenon which they wish to report. 
Over three-quarters of the reporters have come to 
newspaper i·Tork and science writing by way of similarly 
related f ields such as laboratory research \vork and public 
relations a s signments. 
The responses "l.vere about evenly divided \vi th regard to 
affiliations in scientific organizations. Eleven belonged 
to at least one scientific society. The one most frequently 
mentioned was the American Association For the Advancement of 
Science. Others, in the order of frequency of mention, \>Tere: 
National Associa tion of Science Writers; Amateur Astronomers 
Association; American Society of Hechanical Engineers, and 
so forth. Those who did not belong to any scientific 
organiza tion explained that lack of time prevented it . 
Three sources of science nevJ"S \>Tere found: 1) The 
20 
reporter 's personal contacts among scientific personnel; 
2 ) Scientific conventions meetings, and gatherings; and 
3) the press and '\·rire services, not a bly Science Service 
and the Associated Press . In general, there seemed to be 
too grea t a depen dence on the press and wire services, 
espe cially among the smaller papers . Auxilliary sources 
of science news are the press relea ses of i ndustrial 
publicity de partments -- ''space grabbers" -- as they are 
called by the nevrspaperman . Hos t of the s cience editors 
admitted to being 11 plagued11 '\vi th these releases, others 
diligently threv.r them a ll av.ray, and only one of the editors 
expressed a willingnes s to deal with matter of this type. 
Perhaps the most interesting question put to these 
men was vJhether they vrould prefer to hi re a man trained in 
s ci ence with no knmvledge of reporting or a r eporter -wi th 
no l{n ovrledge of science . The editors were unanimous and 
outspoken i n the i r choice of the l a tter, a reporter vli th n o 
lm ov.rledge of science . Even those editors v.rhose training in 
science ~~d be en excellent firmly expressed the belief that 
a worldng knowledge of phys i cs, chemistry, biology, and 
medicine could be acquired on the job, but tha t good 
reporters are born tha t way , and to try to mak e an ar tic-
ulate spok esman out of a scientist is a hopeless t ask. 
With regard t o the science training of 27 responding 
science editors, 11 or ab out Lf-0% had excellent training , 8 
- 2r--
or about 30% had a good grounding in science, 5 or about 
20% had slight formal education in science, and 3 or 10% 
had no such trainine at all. 
It becomes evident that the s cience editor, like Topsy, 
just grew. There wa s a social need for men to repor t the 
doings of the laboratory, and reporters with a yen for 
specialization and an interest in science jumped at the 
c[l..ance to fill this need . Host of these men today are doing 
a good job . Where ~~ inadequa te job is being done, the 
f ault usually can be laid to the city editor or the manag-
ing editor who does not allovJ the reporter the time nor the 
freedom of schedule neces sary for the proper developmen t of 
science nev1s . 
The science editor who ca~ stand the pace today is 
-vmrth his vreight in palladium. Not only must he continue 
to grind out good copy on a day-to-day basis, but he must 
continually keep his eyes and ears open for tomorrow's 
story. Not only must he cul ti va te "contacts": -- top men 
in the varied f ields of science who trust the reporter and 
are willing to reduce problems and new developments to 
common language, but he must also personally cover as many 
I 
scientific conventions as,he can calendar. Add to this the 
reading of as many scientific journals as he can digest 
and the follo\!ring of what the other science writers are 
doing, and · ,,.re have a picture of a man \!rith a very busy schedule. 
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That is perhaps the reason why there are so few good 
science reporters today. And the competition tomorro·w· will 
be even keener. Ivlr. Nichols, science editor of the Christian 
Science Honitor and president of the National Association 
Of Science vJri ters, looks forward to the day -vrhen a course 
in science reporting will be instituted in our schools of 
journalism~ Mr. Silverman, science editor of the San 
Francisco Chronicle, himself a PhD in biochemistry vrould set 
up minimu~ qualifications for the accreditation of science 
reporters just as in the professions of lavr and medicine. 
These would include 1) a minimum of three Bnd preferably 
five years reportorial experience on a metropolitan newspaper 
of wi·re service; 2) college graduate; 3) two years' science 
in college, or good reading lmmvledge of chemistry, atomic 
physics and modern medical research. 
If the reader is inclined to consider these to be tough 
qualifications, let him listen to Mr. Nichols again: 2 
I t perturbed me greatly ••• to find there 
vras widespread agreement among newspaper 
publishers and editors that 'any good 
reporter cBn cover science.' 
Don't you believe it! 
I've seen too many good reporters sweat 
blood at their first science convention 
not to knovl that only rarely can the 
average reporter come back vli th much more 
than 'the names and numbers of all the 
players ·. 11 They wouldn't spot a story on 
'The Implantation of an Iris Diaphragm in 
Solanum Tuberosu~," as being even mildly 
interesting to anyone but a potato special-
ist. · 
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In other words, they don't know the 
language; hence they can't be expected 
to get very much \>fi thout an extensive 
interview -- for which there frequently 
isn't time and whibh frequently isn't 
any more enlightening thruL the original 
discourse. You wouldn't send the 
Educational Page Editor out to cover 
Rose Bowl Football, neither should you 
switch the man from the '\.Ja terfron t or 
police beat to cover meetings of the 
American Astronomical Society, even for 
a day. They'll be talking Turkish so 
far as he's concerned. 
The science editor has one of the most difficult jobs 
on the newspaper. But that isn't the whole story. If he 
likes his job-- and he couldn't stand it for a· week if he 
didn't-- it's probably the most fascinating work he can 
think of. He increases his storehouse of knowledge daily, 
travels in the very best company, and has the satisfaction 
of performing a necessary and noble service to humanity. 
1 Hillier Krieghbaum has instituted a course in science 
viTiting at New York University. It is listed in the 
school's catalogue for 19~-9 - 1950. 
2 Herbert B. Nichols, "Recommendations For I mproving The 
Coverage of Science," Speech for UNESCO, Paris, France, 
1949. ' 
24 
CHAPTER IV 
A DETAILED ANALYSTS OF SCIENCE COVERAGE 
FOR A ONE NONTH PERIOD 
The fact has been mentioned before but bears repeat-
ing here that measurement of hydrogen bomb ne\<TS in the 
seven papers shO\•red a preponderance of that ne1vs over all 
other science nev.rs combined. In fact, subtrac t ing the 
column totals for all science ne\vs (Table II) from the 
colunm totals of H-bomb news (Table X), we find that the 
New York Times devoted 52 .14 columns to the bomb or · 
slightly less than 50% of the total 107,14 inches devoted 
to all science coverage. The other papers, in decreasing 
order, follm<Ted suit devoting slightly less than one-half 
of their science space to ne1vs of the hydrogen bomb and its 
ramifications, and the remaining space to all other science 
news from archaeology to zoology. The average figure for 
all seven papers ~oms 67.35 colurnns, or a little more than 
tv.ro columns a day, to all science nmvs. Of this figure, 
43%, o~ 29.25 columns was given to the H-bomb; 57% or 
38.10 columns alloted to all other science ne;..rs. (For 
complete tabulation on all of the papers, the reader is 
referred to Tables II and X.) 
The next breakdovm '\<Tas in the area of "types" of 
science stories. There were four classifications: 
l) straight news; 2) political aspects; 3 ) opinion or 
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interpretative comment; and 4) background stories. (For 
a full explanation of these categories see Chapter 1, 
Methods of the Study.) We ~:rill deal with each of t hese at 
some length, since this is, perhaps, the most significant 
breakdown in the entire study. The reader ·who wishes the 
results at a glance is referred to Table VII. 
Percentagewiset the San Diego Journal ranked first in 
straight science ne\vS \vi th 55%. The Kansas City Times vras 
close behind vri th 53%. The Washington Post, Christian 
Science Nonitor, Denver Post, and Oregon Journal followed 
in order with 45~&, 41%, 37%, and 32% respectively. The 
Nev.r York Times, surprisingly, was last vii th 28%. 
The Times, however, led the field in stories with 
political aspects with 34% of its total devoted to this 
category. The Monitor was next with 30%. Following \·rere 
the Denver Post, 21% ; Oregon Journal, 14%; Kansas City 
Times, 12%; and the Washington Post 10%. The San Diego 
Journal published no political stories. 
With regard to opinion, the politico-shy San Diego 
Journal led the pack. Abetted by Dr. Brady's health 
column andthe \IJashington opinions of Drevr Pearson, and 
favored by a lov.r overall science total (38.86 columns) the 
Journal hit a peak 45%. The Washington Post, Oregon Journal, 
and Denver Post v.rere close vri th 38%, 36%, 35% respectively. 
The Christian Science Ivloni tor ~ms next \vi th 23%. The 
26 
Kansas City Ti mes and The New York Times trailed \'lith 
18% and 11%. 
The fine back groLmd stories of Bill Laurence helped 
the Nevr York Times lead in this classification vli th 27%. 
The Kansas City Times a.11.d the Oregon Journal 1vere tied 
for second pla ce 1vi th 17% each. Likewise, the \vashington 
Post and the Denver Post \·.rere matched for third place 
with 7%. Nex t was the Christian Science :tvioni tor vTi th 
6%. The San Diego Journal published no background stories 
at all. 
The strik ing fact in this section is· tha t the 
"opinion" stories outnumbered the "back ground" stories 
almost three to one. The outstanding ex ception is The 
Nevr York Times v.rhos e back ground stories outnumbered the 
columnists and editorials by more than tvm to one. The 
inference of the writer is that nev.rspaper editors (Times' 
editors excepted) seem to think that their readers prefer 
to have columnists and editorial \vr i ters do their science 
thinking for tl~m. I do not mean to imply that t h e editors 
are not cognizant of their readers' \-.rants, but I do I•Tish 
to call attention to an unfortunate situation in the hope 
that corrective think ing might be stimulated. 
The only other fact to be brought to the attention of 
the average reader is the prominence given to political 
as:pects of science ne~:vs (about 30% of the tote~ in the 
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Times and Noni tor; 15% in the other papers) . To be sure, the 
fact that the AEC is vdthout a chairman is vastly more import-
ant than is the question of partisan politics involved in 
choosing a new one or is it? 
The next step in the investigation was an attempt to 
determine hov1 much science nev.Js, and itJha t type, vras front 
page news. (Table III). 
The answer '\ITas that bomb nevrs was definitely front page 
ne1trs, in some cases by as high a majority as twenty to one 
over all other science news. 
The inevitable exception was the Denver Post whose 
measure of front page science vras something other than bomb 
ne,iTS more than half of the time. It would probably be '\ITOrth 
a moment 's digression to explain why this was so. 
Almost every issue, .the Post prints a little feature in 
the front page box under the red-lettered head : THERE'S 
GOOD NEWS TODAY. This feature is practically without 
exception given to the reporting of a nevl development in 
science. The feature is pleasing typographically and editor-
ially. It is the ''Triter's opinion that it adds zest to the 
front page, balancing the dour picture painted by '\Wrld 
events today. Its continued use suggests that its readers 
and editors are satisfied with it, too. 
The only general statement that could be made with 
regard to science news reaching a ne\!J'spaper's front page -vras 
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that if it were bomb nev.rs, front page prominence \.vas 
practically assured. Other1:.rise the chances ranged from 
one in tv.renty for the San Diego Journal to about one in 
two for the Denver Post. 
The only other statistics compiled enumerated the 
specific branches of science covered and the average length 
of science stories. 
In the matter of classification, again the bomb 
stories led the list with 60% of all science copy. 
Medicine v.ras second vli th 14%. General science was third 
with 6%. Chemistry and aeronautics copy were tied for 
fourth place vli th 5% each. Physics and electronics vlere 
next with 4% and 3%, and last v.Ti th about 1% each 1.vere 
astronomy, geology and meteorology. The medical copy 
-vms confined to the "miracle drugs 11 from the mold- grovm 
penicillin to the soil-derived terramycin. The other 
stories fell into no set category except that each could be 
called "ne'\vS\vorthy . 11 
The average length of all of the stories in all of 
the papers \vas found to be 14 inches or about 600 '\·mrds. 
In the individual papers the stories ranged from the longer 
Nevl York Times 1 1000 '\vords and The Christian Science 
Monitor 1 s 750 vrords to the Kansas City Times 1 4oo words. 
Three of the papers , the Denver Post, The Oregon Journal, 
and the San Diego Journal averaged 500 vrords per story and 
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the remaining paper, the Washington Post coincided ·Hi th the 
mean, 600 words. (Table IV) 
In generru., the average length of the stories seemed 
to be the optimum for the intelligence and interest of the 
particular paper's readership. 
Lastly, the vJTiter believes that a brief mention ought 
to be made of "fog" vmrds and phrases -- technical and 
obscure terms -- used in the newspaper copy '\•Ti thout any 
explanation of their meaning, parenthetically or otherwise. 
Such vmrds, at best, \lrill befuddle tre patient reader; at 
'1.Wrs t, 1.vill exasperate the impatient one. 
It 1.vas easy to find examples of these itrords in t he 
copy too easy. Words like 11 ion-ex change, 11 11 pedodontics, " 
"cafergone," 11 ergotamine, 11 "migraine, 11 "emphysema," 
"silicosis, 11 vrere found in an examination of just three 
stories. With an average of better than t wo of these '1.<Tords 
per 600 is it anyvonder that one of the responding editors 
complained, " fifty percent of newspaper science reporting 
is unintelligible to the average reader. 112 In every case, 
the '1.fri ters employing these "fog" 1.vords cloaked them in 
quotation marl~ s, like Pilate vrashing their hands of the 
guilt but being too timorous to right the situation. When 
the specialized reporter obviously does not understand the 
vmrds he uses, hovr can he expect his rea ders to? 
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1 But not in coltl.TJl!l .inches. See Table II 
_...,. 
2 Charles House, from a reply to questionnaire. 
-
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CHAPTER V 
THE READABILITY OF THESE ARTICLES 
When people talk about something that's 
difficult to read, they are apt to say 
it' s "too tecbnical." The ordinary 
person, \vhen he gets bo gged down in a 
bool~ or article, vrouldn' t think of say-
i ng, "The author of this can't 1.vrite; 11 
he vTill say, 11 A layman like me \fill 
never understand this" and let it go at 
that. In other \'lOrds, most people think 
that some subjects are easy and some 
difficult and it hardly matters '\vhat 
lang~mge is used in explaining them.l 
Neither the vTri ter, nor Rudolf Flesch to vrhom he is 
indebted for the above paragraph, agrees with those people. 
Dr. Flesch goes on to explain that the principles of simple 
language are just as important in explaining biochemistry 
as they are for a news broadcast. 
For purposes of the study, the seven ne\·lSpapers \·Tere 
measured in accordance vTi th the Flesch Formula (see 
append~x) for readability and human interes t . A cross-
section of feature, editorial, background, and nev1s stories 
was used in the measurement. (Table XII) Follovling the 
newspapers, the five most prominent science writers, 
Kaempffert, and Laurence of the Times, Blakeslee and Carey 
of the AP, andNichols of the Honi tor vmre similarly 
measured. Lastly, the five wire services, AP, UP, INS, 
REUTEH.S, an.d the NANA were held up against the Flesch rule. 
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For the reader who is unfamiliar with the Flesch 
yardsticks for measuring readability and human interest, 
a very brief precis '\•Till be given here. Further 
information may be found in Dr. Flesch's books vlhich are 
listed in the bibliography. Dr. Flesch believes in 
saying things in simple English. His formula for read-
ability measures the syllables per word, words per 
sentence, and sentences per paragraph. The smaller each 
of these is, the higher is the degree of readability. 
The scores range from 0-30 which is very difficult or 
scientific on the Flesch scale and has 192 or more 
syllables per 100 vrords and 29 or more '\vords per sentence, 
to 90-100 which is very easy, usually limited to comics 
and runs 123 or more syllables per 100 \>Tords, 8 'l.vords or 
less per sentence. 
The human interest scores, according to Dr. Flesch, 
are a function of the personal words and personal sentences 
. in a given piece. Personal words include all noLUlS '\flth 
gender, all pronouns except neuter pronouns, and the words 
people (used with the plural verb) and folks. Personal 
sentences are defined as spoken sentences marked by 
quotation marks or othervrlse; questions, commands, requests, 
and oth~ · oontences directly addressed to the reader; 
exclamations and .grammatically incomplete sentences whose 
meaning has to be inferred from the context . (Appendix). 
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The human interest scores range from 0-10 for dull or 
scientific articles to 60-100 for dramatic or fiction 
pieces. 
The seven papers, as a whole, averaged a readability 
score of 43 or "difficult." All of the scores were in the 
range of "difficult" or "academic" reading, ranging from 
the Kansas City Times' low of 31 to the Washington Post's 
high of 49. Of course, we can't expect a science story to 
be as readable as sex, scandal, or mayhem, but we can 
expect them to attain a "standard" score or one in the 
range of 60-70. Proof that this can be done is evidenced 
by the READER'S DIGEST vrhose science stories habitually 
stay in this range. The newspapers 1.vould do vrell, in this 
case, to take a cue from the magazines. 
The human interest scores of the seven newspapers 
reached a mean of 28 (Table XIII), within the range of 
"interesting." This on the -vrhole, was more encouraging, 
since ille can bardly expect science news to be "highly 
interesting" or "dramatic 11 to the average man . In general, 
a wider divergence \vas noted among the papers' human 
interest scores. The Christian Science Monitor was 
rtmildly interesting" with an average score of 15, and the 
Denver Post reached the "interesting" range with 39. The 
others \vere all "mildly interesting 11 to "interesting." 
The readability scores of the five top writers also 
-indicated room remaining for improvement. Herbert Nichols 
of the lvionitor •was lovr \vi th an average score of 21 (Table 
XIV) or "very difficult." Howard Blakeslee was high with 
57 or "fairly difficult." Bill Laurence of the Times scored 
30 or betvreen "very difficult" and "difficult. 11 Waldemar 
Kaempffert also of the Times, attained a score of 51, or 
"fairly difficult," and Frank Carey \vas close with 49. The 
mean \•la S 43 or "difficult ." Again, the goal for these men 
should be a score between 60 and 70 or "standard." The 
editors measured fell from 3 to 29 points short of this 
ideal. 
In the realm of hUman interest, Howard Blakeslee was 
ninteresting." Nichols, Laurence, and Kaempffert were 
"miidly interesting" and Frank Carey fell in the range of 
"dull." (Table XV) The mean was 17 or "mildly interesting." 
Lastly, the wire services were measured (Table . XVI). 
The readability mean was 47 or "difficult." 
The UP was the only organ measured that fell in the 
"standard" range. It's score was 66. The AP was 20 points 
behind vlith 46, or 11 difficu~t. 11 Also "difficult" 1.-rere the 
INS dispatches, REUTERS, and the NANA with scores of 37, 47, 
and 4o respectively. 
The human interest scores of the wire services (Table 
XVII): REUTERS, UP, NANA, INS, "interesting.u Scores, 38, 
33, 33, and 19 in order. The AP followed with a "mildly 
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interesting" score of 11. 
The reader may draw his own conclusions from all of the 
above scores in readability and human interest. Suffice to 
say that the editor who ~>ronders why the comic pages are the 
most popular in his paper may find some 'food for thought in 
the foregoing. 
1 Rudolf Flesch, The Art of Plain Talk (New York : Harper 
and Brothers, 1946) p 141 
2 Only those writers appearing in the papers studied ·Here 
considered. Therefore, this is not to say that these 
men are necessarily the nation's top five. 
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CHAPTER VI 
A DETAILED ANALYSIS OF HYDROGEN BOHB COVERAGE 
As had been mentioned earlier, the study of the science 
content of the seven newspapers was begun on January 23rd. 
By the merest coincidence, eight days later, on January 31st, 
President Truman made the following terse announcement : 
I have directed the Atomic Energy 
Commission to continue its work on all 
forms of atomic weapons, including 
the so-called hydrogen or superbombt 
The explosive nmvs immediately set off a chain reaction 
in the press. It became immediately evident that the moment-
ous H-bomb news could not be omitted from the study, vrhile 
at the same time, its inclusion could not help overshadovl-
ing all other science news, and distorting the whole study. 
The dilemma was solved by going between the horns and making 
the H-bomb news a separate study -- a study within a study. 
So it was that while many scholars '\vere playing vJi th 
the question of whether or not the year 1950 ushered in the 
second half of the t,,.,entieth century, the forces of fate 
vTere setting the stage for bigger decisions. In the words 
of the Alsop brothers2 (who scored a 11 beat't on the story 
on January 2nd) 11 The United States vras considering the 
manufacture of a hydrogen bomb one thousand times more 
powerful than the bombs exploded at Nagasaki and Hiroshima." 
For the press, it '\vas the biggest thing since the war 1 s end; 
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for the President, it was what Doctor Conant of Harvard 
called "perhaps the most momentous decision facing a 
ruler since the world began. 11 
To the man in the street the news seemed to be neither 
shocking nor fearsome. . It was just something too big, too 
incomprehensible, like relativity -- or eternity. 
viha t 1.-1as the press doing with the news? To find out 
the same methods described earlier in the study ;,mre used, 
as vJell as the same ne\vspapers. 
Choosing the period to be studied was more difficult. 
The history of the publicity of the hydrogen bomb or triton 
bomb as has been suggested is oomething upon v.rhich reporters 
cannot agree. The Christian Science Nonitor reports the 
first mention of the hydrogen bomb in a book published in 
Vienna, Austria in 1946, called HISTORY OF THE ATON BOivffi 
by Hans Thirring. On pages 130-134 it tells about the 
possibility of the hydrogen bomb. The Nei·J York Times' 
Arthur Krock traces the history of hydrogen bomb news from 
Senator Edvrin Johnson's indiscreet disclosure on a television 
broadcast on November 1, 1947 to the Alsop brother 's 
exclusive stories on. December 2nd and again on January 2nd. 
Because the lid of secrecy had been clamped down by 
government officials or because the pre ss was lax, none of 
these stories was piclced up. The Nevi York 'l' imes reports 
that the President had indeed S\vorn newsmen to keep the 
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-secret, but if this were so hmv did the hvo Alsop stories 
lealc out, and \.vhy were there no repercussions? 
Because these questions "rere left unansv;ered, the 
propitious period in the press ranged from January 23rd 
through February 15th, the periods immediately before and 
after President Truman's anno"Lmcemen t to continue vmrk on 
the bomb. 
WHAT WAS FOUND 
The first signifi.cant finding was the po t ency of 
H-bomb news. The N e1.; York Times devoted 32 . 7% of its 
weekly news- review section to the bomb on February 4th. On 
February lOth, the Christian Science Honitor gave the bomb 
20.6% of its entire issue . On t he other hand, a wide 
divergence was noted among the s even papers . The February 
lOth edition of the Nonitor, mentioned above , gave the 
bomb, in one day, one-and- one-half times the s pace that t he 
Scm Die e:o J ournal allmved it in the entire three week period . 
(It mi ght be added that the t\.m papers carry approximately 
the same nmnber of pages each clay.) The most stril~ing fact 
was the intensity of coverage developed in the Times and 
Jvfoni tor. The column totals in these ti•JO papers exceeded the 
total s of the ot her five papers combined . Space devoted t o 
the bomb ranged from the Times ' two-and-one-half col"Lurrns a 
day to the Sru~ Diego Journal's one-third of a column. The 
fact seemed to indicate that Nevr Yorl;:ers and Bostonians (or 
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-more properly readers of the Times and Honitor) were far 
better informed than anyone else. (Table IX) 
The matter of H-bomb understanding was harder to 
evaluate: who can say categorically that a ne'\vS story is 
more i mportant th~n a commentary by Walter Lippmann? To 
be sure, the Alsop brothers and Alfred Friendly (Wa shing ton 
Po s t correspondent) made history with t heir exclusive 
disclosures . Albeit, the papers seemed to be vrell divided 
among the four categories of news, political, opinion, and 
background stories. A notable exception '\vas in the category 
of background stories. The New York Times led the Honitor, 
Washington Post, and Denver Po s t by a ratio of approximately 
four to one. The San Diego Journal published no background 
stories . 
The spotlight for our next focus of attention fell on 
public opinion for and against manufacture of the bomb. 
li'lhatever other repercussions the historians may note for the 
bomb, the nevrspapers did not fail to note the voluble storm 
of articulate opinion directed for and against its production. 
Pastors in Harlem churches raised their voices for the bomb 
and the voice behind the iron curtain echoed the hollow 
mettle of opposition. Most active both for and against the 
H-bomb were the scientists who represented one quarter of the 
76% of influential opinion pro H bomb and almost one half of 
the 24% ~ Host of the remaining support for the bomb came 
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from the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy, 
the nev!spapers themselves, · and the Executive branch of the 
government. The paucity of legislator's opinion (Tables 
X and XI) is explained by the fact that on February 2nd 
the President clamped a lid of secrecy on all Federa~ 
Employees (for reporters see above) save those specifically 
authorized to comment on the Government's position. A 
remarkable correlation was fotUld to exist between the 
opinion of the man in the street and that of the officia~ 
and influential groups. The Gallup Poll showed the voter to 
be 77% pro bomb, while the newspapers shovred the influential 
groups to be 76% pro bomb. On the other side of the fence, . 
the influential groups were 2l1-% con, i-Thile the negative vote 
of the man in the street vras 17%. The disparity in the 
negative vote is accounted for by the fact that 6% of Dr. 
Gallup's subjects had no opinion. (Appendix ) 
A much voiced critic ism of the press 1.vas that it 1.vas 
giving credence to the absurd thesis that there is security 
in secrecy. Hearst papers especially vrere accused of omitt-
ing "\ITha t the 11 Chief" called 11 the merely important news , 11 
in favor of stories like the silly little one about Bing 
Crosby's brother finding an antidote for the atomic bomb. 
nGuard the secret," "Don't give away the secret," ivas echoed 
and reechoed in some segments0f the press . This on the 
1.·1hole was found to be no longer true today . It vras found 
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that a careful reading of all of the papers ·w·ould yield · 
a clear picture of the bugaboo of secrecy to the reader . 
The story in the Christian Science Monitor~ for instance, 
points out the fact that in 194o when Hans Thirring 
published his book describing the possibility of a hyd-
rogen bomb, the director of the publishing house was at 
that time official secretary of the Communist party • . Yet 
our newspapers were saying that Senator Johnson betrayed 
vital secreta in 1947 when he mentioned, on a television 
program, that it was possible to make an atomic bomb many 
times more powerful than the then present atomic bomb. The 
newspapers shoVJed that they had attained considerable 
maturity since the days of the story about Bing Crosby's 
brother, but t~2t there was still much room for improvement . 
Aside from the simply evident fact that newspapers 
vli th the exception of the Times and Noni tor -- were not 
printing enough material about the bomb, one of their chief 
shortcomings -vms in the category of background material. 
The main reason for this seems to be the fact that the news -
papers do not have the personnel trained to vrri te science, 
a shortcoming mentioned before . Four of the seven news -
papers do not employ a science editor~ Waldemar Kaempffert, 
science editor of the Times pointed out the fact that it 
took thirteen years for the newspapers to discover relativity, 
the most important advance in theoretical physics since 
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-Newton. Tba t could not happen · today. Yet vlhen Einstein 
published his new theory on relativity recently, the Times' 
Bill Laurence thought it -...rorth several columns and front-
page prominence. Five of the seven other papers did not 
print it at all. The writer assu~es that they did not have 
a Bill Laurence to write, or to "translate" it. 11r. 
Kaempffert points out that, even on the Times, the leader 
in science reporting, there are 48 sports 1.vri ters and 2 
science reporters? 
This is indeed "the upper paleozoic period of science 
reporting."6 The indications seem to be that unless we 
begin to report science to John Doe, science itself is going 
to report John Doe -- extinct. 
1 From A Nevl York Times story of January 31., 1950 
2 From a syndicated story appearing January 2, 1950 
3 Christian Science Nonitor, February 12, 1950 
4 The Denver Post, The Kansas City Times, The Oregon Daily 
Journal, and The San Diego Journal. 
5 Waldemar Kaempffert, from a questionnaire. 
6 Ibid 
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CHAPTER VII 
RECOW1ENDATIONS FOR IMPROVING THE COVERAGE OF SCIENCE 
After careful thought and investigation, the 1..·1ri ter 
submits the follmving suggestions in the hope that their 
adoption might help improve the science writing in today's 
newspapers. 
1) Better education of science writers 
2) More newspaper space given to science writing 
3) Better relations between scientists and 
science reporters. 
4) Better vTri ting -- elimination of "fog!' 
5) Hore illustrations and humanizing of stories. 
6) Nore and better abstracts for the press. 
The need for the first of these suggestions requires 
no documentation for the scientist or the reader who follows 
the doings of the scientists. A look at any popular 
scientific magazine, such as SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN, or SCIENCE 
DIGEST, to name just two, will shovT how many newsworthy 
science pieces were missed, as well as feature stories. 
Presumably, the paucity of background stories in most of the 
newspapers was a direct effect of the reporters' lack of 
accessory information in a specialized field of science. 
To correct this situation it is recommended that the 
science reporter study as much science as he can handle in 
college, preferably gaining an introduction, at least, to 
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chemistry, physics, and biology. He s.hould know mathematics 
through calculus, and be able to read from atomic physics 
through zoology. The writer firmly believes with Waldemar 
Kaempffert, science editor of the New York Times, that thirty 
years ago any reporter could learn to specialize in sciencet 
but today it takes an expert to recognize "the extruded 
fiber resulting from the polymerization of adipic acid and 
hexametbylenediamine" as the chemist's v.ray of saying Nylon. 
The second suggestion is that newspaper editors enlarge 
on the space alloted to science news. The editors object 
that there is neither enough science news, nor enough demand 
to vmrrant more space. The ansi.ver to this is that just one 
specialized publica tion2 fills a vreekly magazine the size of 
TU'!E 1'1AGAZINE v.ri th ne-vrs of the chemical world each week and 
enjoys a circulation of 70,000 -- almost one half as many 
readers as the daily Ne1.v York Times. And this is just one 
field of science! The medical journals can boas t even 
larger circulations and the newer publications dealing with 
electronics, nucleonics, and atomic physics are growing by 
leaps and bounds. Is, then, a column and a half each day 
and a quarter-page on Sunday enough for papers like the New 
York Times and the New York Herald Tribune3 to devote to 
science? The answer, obviously, is no! but until newspaper 
editors realize it, the growth of science reporting will 
be stunted. 
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The third suggestion for improvement pleads for 
better relations beb.veen scientist and reporter. Although 
the day is gone \-Then each had for the other nothing but 
contempt and scorn, \ve have not yet reached the optimum 
of understanding and cooperation. Because most scient-
ists are introverts, and most reporters strong extroverts, 
personality clashes are inevitable. The scientist with-
dra\'JS to his 11 ivory tower." He enjoys the peace and quiet 
of his laboratory, and in most cases, he doesn't give a 
tinker's dam vrhether the "layman" as he contemptuously 
calls him, knovrs \-J"hat he is doing or not. To the reporter, 
such unsocial behavior is "queer." He therefore approach-
es an interview with misgivings, perhaps with a hostile 
attitude, thinking to himself "I'll have a tough time 
trying to make anything out of this gobbledegook, but I 
have to find an angle." The scientist says, "I've explained 
a simple phenomenon to this dolt three times now and he 
still doesn't know what I'm talking about." 
Of course he doesn't. The biologist doesn't say half, 
he says moiety. He doesn't say top and bottom, front and 
back, he says anterior and posterior, ventral and dorsal 
or any combination of these. The doctor doesn't say a 
charley-horse of the heart, he says angina pectoris. The 
chemist doesn't speak of fire and explosion, he calls them 
rapid oxidations, and so on through every branch of science. 
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Naturally the reporter doesn 1 t comprehend any more than he 
vmuld if the scientist "\.Jere talking in Sanscri t . And these 
are simple illustrations! 
A little more tolerance is wr...at is needed on both sides. 
Scientific societies are doing much to encourage a 11 social 
m:~areness" in scientists thl~ough conventions, forums, meet-
ings, and publications. The American Association for the 
Advancement of Science, The American Chemical Society, and 
The Amateur Astronomers Association are just a fe\.J ''rhose aims 
and vmrlcs are cow.mendable. The . f act that many reporters are 
active members of the societies speaks well for the future 
of science writing. 
When the scientist realizes that it is the taxpayer 
and the consumer who ultimately foot the bills for his 
laboratory and salary, he will, perhaps, be less reluctant 
to opening his vlindo\r.J on the outside vmrld. 
For the reporter, several suggestions come to mind. 
First, any distortion of a science story must be absolutely 
taboo. Substituting humor for understanding, trying like 
hell t o find the "cute angle ~ ·~. and jumping the gun on drugs 
and medications which have not yet been proved by adequate 
experimental evidence are the most frequent transgressions 
of reporters. 
Also the copy desk must no t interfere beyond its ken. 
The larger newspapers have learned by bitter experience not 
to tamper 'vi th science copy. In the smaller papers, such 
glaring errors as 11 a typical pneumonia," "coul0h," (for 
coulomb), "uranius," (for uranium), and others are not 
very limely to endear the source of the story to the report-
er, and he will try in vain to explain that that vias not 
the \•ray he v:rro te the story. 
The fourth recommendation, ur ging better writing, will 
be superfluous for the reporter 'ltrho takes pride in his 
copy; wasted on the one who does not. Some 11 don 1 ts" hmv-
ever, are mandatory . First, the reporter on a science beat 
must never 1 phone in his story to a re-vrri te man. Second, 
the reporter should never use a word he does not understand 
vli thout checking its meaning and making some explanation 
to his readers, and \·rhere he understands a term himself, 
but is in doubt about some of his readers, he should resolve 
the doubt in favor of explanation for the readers. Third, 
he should never vrri te a story a.bout a subject he does not 
understand. If he cannot find someone to explain it first 
to his own satisfaction, or cannot find clarification in 
a text or reference book, he shoLlid forget the story. His 
lack of understanding vrill be quite apparent even to the 
dullest of his readers. This writer believes that this is 
vrhat occ'urred in Hm-rard Blakeslee 1 s story on Einstein 1 s 
new theory.4 A rare, but inexcusable failure for the dean 
of the science vrri ters. 
Probably the best "~tray to put science across is through 
'+0 
illustration (recommendation number five). This is 
something that was absent almost entirely from the science 
stories scrutinized. The pressure of deadlines and the 
prohibition of cost are partial excuses for this omission 
-- but not complete exoneration. At least on the bigger 
papers, pictures, drawings and diagrams could be used, 
since most of the science editors said that they did not 
\·mrk from assignments, but rather waited for certain 
developments · to break. The vJri ter presumes that the extra 
cost of illustrations would be well justified by reader 
response. At least, no one will know unless the idea is 
tried-- and it's certainly worth a try. 
The matter of humanizing science \<Till be taken up in 
the chapter on readability. 
Our last recommendation, that of more and better 
abstracts for the press, is one of the most important from 
a practical point of view. The need for these abstracts 
is apparent when vle consider a recent scientific meeting 
\vhere 2150 papers \.Jere presented by 75 scientific soc-
ieties.5 A reporter covering the meeting would scarcely 
have time to read the titles of these papers much less 
their contents -- assuming that he vrere able to digest 
their contents. 
The American Association for the Advancement of 
Science, cognizant of this problem, has appointed 
Hr . Sidney S. Negus, a prominent science educator and 
writer, to act as director of the press service for the 
Association's annual meetings. Mr. Negus serves as a 
11 middleman11 between scientist and science reporter at 
these meetings 'ltThere more than 250 science reporters from 
newspapers, magazines, radio and television are present. 
This is a step in the right direction, though only 
a baby step. One man serving as liaison bet1..reen 250 rep-
orters and 2150 scientists presenting papers, is scarcely 
enough. If the AAAS and similar societies would also 
appoint men to abstract the more important papers in 
language that the reporter can understand -- and do it 
well in advance of the proposed meeting -- everyone's job 
would be made easier and better. The reporter could then 
have his story written before the meeting and could use 
his attendance to clear up obscure points , if any, in his 
story as well as securing any biographical data needed. 
Best of all, the author of the paper could check the rep-
orter's story for accuracy, insuring against bad stories 
and bad reporter-scientist relations. 
1 Waldemar Kaempffer t, from a questionnaire 
2 Chemical and Engineering News 
3 John J. O'Neill, from a questionnaire 
)U 
·-
4 From an AP story appearing in the Denver Post 
5 Sidney Negus, director of the press service of the 
AAAS, from a questionnaire 
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CHAPTER VIII 
CONCLUSIONS AND C0~1ENTS 
All of the conclusions and comments relating to 
the study have been recorded in the earlier chapters. 
To s1..1.m up, then , it vms fm.md to be almost impossible to 
comment on present day science writing as a v.rhole, this 
because the field is too young to have the integration 
it needs. As so many science writers and editors said , 
"some of the I•Triting is very good; some is very bad. It 
all depends on the principals and situations involved." 
The encouraging fact is the consciousness of the 
need for more and better science news. Science vrri ting 
is on the upgrade simply because editors and publishers 
are becoming increasingly aware of the desirability - in 
fact the nece ss ity - of the highly trained science report-
er. Presumably, the impetus to "science consciousnessn 
".·las begun by the recent war . The same situation obtained 
after the first ~ororld war , but innnedia tely after the war 
interest v.raned and science news vias crmvded out of the 
news col1..mms by the more frenetic developments of pro-
hibition and "the roaring twenties. 11 That could not happen 
today. This time revolutions in tech.'l'lology have follovred 
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hard upon one another so that the man of today cannot 
put science and technology out of his life, v.rhether he 
lives in a Park Avenue penthouse or a lean-to in the 
Ozark s . Science in the second half of the twentieth 
century takes a back seat to no power on earth, and it 
is well that our publishers are coming to realize it. 
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TABLE NO: I · 
SUMHARY OF ANSWERS TO QUESTIONNAIRES 
DATA *oN 34- RESPONDING SCIENCE EDITORS 
~venties_3_ Thirties_£_ Forties_z_ Fifties_g_ Over Sixty 1 
EDUCATION: 
High School graduates_Q_ College graduates 10 
Graduate training_±_ Other_±_ 
SPECIALTIES: 
Cover all science_!l_ Cover specialized branches 1t Other 4 
- --
PUBLISHED BOOKS and/or ARTICLES: 
One or more book s 6 No books_L 
One or more articles-11_ No articles_2_ 
EXPERIENCE: 
Newspaper experience entirely_i_ 
Non-newspaper experience before newspaper career_ll_ 
AFFILIATIONS: 
Membership in at least one scientific organization_ll_ 
Membership in no scientific organization_2_ 
OPINION OF PRESENT STATUS OF SCIENCE REPORTING IN NEVJSPAPERS: 
Good_±_ Poor_!§_ Qualified answer_2_ 
TABLE NO: I (CONT'D.) 
SOURCES OF SCIENCE NEWS: 
\~-lire and feature services exclusively l ** 
Local development_2_ 
Both_ll_ 
PUBLICITY RELEASES: 
\<lelcomed....l_ Not 1.-relcomed_§_ Qualified answer....ll_ 
QUALIFICATIO NS FOR SCI~~CE REPORTER: 
Prefer man trained in science with no knowledge of 
reporting_Q_ 
Prefer reporter with no knowledge of science_lZ_ 
Require that man be trained in both reporting and science~ 
SCIENCE TRAINING OF RESPONDEES: 
Excellent......1L_ 
Good_§_ 
Slight__i_ 
None_3_ 
INCOHPLETE RESPONSES: 
Blank questionnaires or only one or two questions ans\·Teredl 
* Each editor was given the option to omit any question he 
considered to be of a personal nature, or one which he did 
not feel qualified to answer 
**This is considered for practical purposes. Of course no 
paper would neglect a big science story breaking in its 
territory. 
TABLE NO: II 
COLUHN TOTALS FOR THE SEVEN PAPERS (ENTIRE SCIENCE COVERAGE) 
JANUARY 23 THROUGH FEBRUARY 22, 1950 
CHRISTIAN SCIENCE 1Y10NITOR, __________ 107 .14 
NEW YORK TD;IES _______________ _ 99,86 
DENVER POST ________________ 62.14 
KANSAS CITY TIMES __ _ 
------- 49.77 
OREGON DAILY JOURNAL. ____________ 45.82 
WASHINGTON POST _______________ _ 67.86 
SAN DIEGO JOURNAL __ , , __________ 38.86 
TOTAL, ___ _ ______________________ 471.45 
TABLE NO :III 
PERCENTAGE OF SCIENCE STORIES ON. THE NEWSPAPER 1 S FRONT PAGE 
SEVEN PAPERS - JANUARY 23 THROUGH FEBRUARY 22, 1950 
A and H 
BOMBS 
CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR 33% 
NEW YORK TI:t-1ES 27% 
DENVER POST 22% 
KANSAS CITY TIMES 16% 
OREGON DAILY JOURNAL 36% 
HASHINGTON POST 35% 
SAN DIEGO JOURNAL 40% 
OTHER 
SCIENCE 
3% 
4% 
27% 
5% 
13% 
19% 
TOTAL 
31% 
49% 
21% 
49% 
54% 
42% 
-TABLE NO : IV 
AVERAGE LENGTH PER SCIENCE STORY IN EACH PAPER (COLffiviN 
INCHES) 
JANUARY 23 THROUGH FEBRUARY 22, 1950 
CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR. ______ ______ 23 
NEW YORK TIMES 
·----------------------------17 
DENVER POST. ________ .....-________ 11 
KANSAS CITY TIJviES _________________ 9 
OREGON DAILY JOURNAL ______________ 11 
WASHI NGTON POST ____ ___________ l4 
·sAN DIEGO JOURNAL. _________________ 11 
AVERAGE LENGTH (ALL SCIENCE STORIES) ____ . ____ l4 
>-
z 
<( .{ 
ll. 
:E . ui 
0 <Jl • 
u <Jl :> 
<Jl <( z 
<Jl ~ -
0 . 0 
~ 5 * 
'"'f- < z <Jl ;r. 
- 0 0 
0 1D 0 
.J J: 
:J ... 
<( J 
ll. 
<Jl 
Ul 
z 
0. 
5iii~ 
a. > a. ~0~ 
:r 0'"' ll." <( ~ X a: 
'"'0 .J 0 0 .J 
u- ~ 
~I. 
I.JI U Q 
<Jl z w 
0 ~ ~ 
-:- w z 
N ll. ~ 
0 ~ ~ 
z><'-' 
0 
I 
.J. 
1-. 
v 
.. 
-- 1--
I 
·-+-.--~---~ -
- -
-- '- -I 
I - ~ I 
--·-1 
-- i. - --
~-- ----·-.. :r-· + - ~~I ~ ~ ~ ~ _, ---- _l ___ -- _; ----
; ' '- I • _~ ~;-- -: I 
. 
>-
z 
-
-t ., 
a. 
l: . vi 
0 Ul • 
u Ul :J 
fJ} oC( z 
Ul l: -
0 . D 
l: 5 ~ 
..; 1- ~ 
z Ul c: 
- 0 <.1 
Cl Ill 0 
.J I 
:::J ,.. 
-t J 
a. 
UJ 
UJ 
z 
0. 
~(iii~: 
a.- w 
-t > a. 
a.o~ 
:t 0 t:J 
n.r-o( 
~ >< a: 
t:JO.J 
O O.J 
- -t u . 
l;I" 
ll! u 0 
Ul z w 
- w 
0 a: 1-
-:- w z 
(',j a.~ 
. 0 -t 
o-:::J 
Zxt:J 
0 
-. - ~ t-·! 
- _.__! 
-..,.-r-,. --·---
- --- - -
' - - I_ 
Jl' 
- -- ----- __ j) -
~ 
:/'• 
';t 
J . , { 
·i · l J 
' ____ ~-- - - ~ ~-
0 
0 
1. 
. --
1 
-TABLE NO ; VI I 
JANUARY Sl_THROUGH FEBRUARY 22, 1950 
Nevi York Times 
C. S. Monitor 
Washington Post 
Denver Post 
Oregon Journal 
Ne·v; Yorl{ Times 
C. S. Honitor 
Washington Post 
Denver Post 
Oregon Journal 
Kansas City Times 
San Diego Journal ; 
New York Times 
C. S. Honitor 
Washington Post 
Denver Post 
Oregon Journal 
STRAIGHT NE1.1JS 
POLITICAL ASPECTS 
OPINION 
Kansas City Times -· ~~~u 
San Diego Journal ~~~~~~~~S:~ 
28 
41 
45 
37 
32 
53 
55 
34 
30 
10 
21 
14 
12 
0 
. 11 
23 
38 
35 
36 
18 
45 
-.-
Nevr York Times 
c. S. 11onitor 
Washington Post 
Denver Post 
Oregon Journal 
TABLE NO: VII (CONT'D.) 
BACKGROUND STORIES 
Kansas City Times _.-~~­
San Diego Journal ! _--
27 
6 
7 
7 
17 
17 
0 
TABLE NO: VIII 
OFFICIAL VERSUS PRIVATE OPINION ON MANUFACTURE OF THE B01'1B 
H-BOMB STUDY 
JANUARY 23 TF~OUGH FEBRUARY 15, 1950 
Government Officials ~~ 
and Influential · 
Groups 
1'1an in the s t reet 
Government Officials -
and Influential 
Groups 
Man in the street 
PRO 
CON 
17% 
76% 
77% 
Public Opinion on the manufacture of the bomb shows a 
remarkable correlation bet\oreen the articulate members of 
our society (as measured by the newspaper accounts) and 
the man in the street (as measured by the Gallup Poll). 
-TABLE NO: IX 
COLUMN TOTALS FOR THE SEVEN PAPERS 
H-BOMB STUDY ONLY 
JANUARY 23 THROUGH FEBRUARY 15, 1950 
NEW YORK Til.ffiS ____________ _ 55.00 
CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR ___________ 48. 00 
WASHINGTON POST ______________ .33.89 
DENVER POST ___________ ~------------·22.00 
(PORTLAND) OREGON JOURNAL. ___ _ _ ______ 20.95 
KANSAS CITY TI!v!ES _______________ .17 . 04 
SAN DIEGO JOURNAL. _____________ 7. 89 
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- Dear Sir or Madam: 
Boston University 
School of Public Relations 
Research Division 
178 Ne'\vbury Street 
Boston, Jl1assachusetts 
I am a graduate student of journalism 
at Boston University, conducting research for a master 1 s 
thesis in the field of science reporting in American 
nevJspapers. 
Part of this research project is to 
include a profile of the science editor. For this reason 
I have taken the liberty to inclose a questionnaire 
through '\vhich I hope to receive the information I need. 
I am very much interested in the project 
but I cannot complete it without your help. I appreciate 
the drain on your time that it entails, and in this 
connection I can only say that I vlill be very grateful 
indeed for your help. 
I have tried to keep the questionnaire as 
simple as possible vlithout risking inadequacy. Please 
be assured that the information submitted will be held 
in the highest confidence and do not hesitate to omit any 
of the question s you consider to be of a personal nature. 
None of thi~ matter is intended for publication at any 
time. 
Thanks again for your cooperation. 
Very truly yours, 
(Signed) Richard V. Reeves 
Richard V. Reeves 
--
Name ___________________________ Business Address ____________ _ 
Year & Place of Birth~------------------------------------
Education:: High School 1 2 3 4 College 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
(please circle) 
Official desi gnation or specialization (reporting of science 
or popularization or both; chemis try, medicine, physics, 
astronomy etc.) 
Published books and/or articles 
Non-newspaper experience 
Nevrspaper experience 
Memberships or affiliations in scientific organizations 
Please give your fra~~ opinion of the present development 
of science reporting in American nevlspapers. Do you agree 
with the report of nine Nieman fellO\>TS v.rho said that news-
paper science reporting was too stuffy and trivial, and 
that the public preferred popular magazines for news of 
science? 
Are you plagued vii th 11 space grabbers," vii th press releases 
of new developments at chemical companies etc.? 
Please explain the process of gathering and developing 
science stories in your organization. , (Do you depend on 
local correspondents, or do you send science reporters to 
cover a story breaking some distance from your area?) 
What do you consider the necessary qualifications for a 
science reporter? (By that I mean vTha t \rJOUld you demand 
of a man vTho came to you f or a job? What wou~d you 
require in terms of experience, knowledge etc.? Would 
you prefer a reporter with no knmvledge of science or a 
man trained in science with no kno~>rledge of reporting?) 
Have you had any formal training in science? Where? 
What field? 
-REPRODUCTION OF GALLUP POLL ON H-BOMB 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 8 , 1950 
PUBLIC SUPPORTS H-BOHB 
BY BIG VOTE IN SURVEY 
Princeton, N.J ., Feb. 7- Although the President's 
dec i sion to go ahead 1rfi th the H-bomb finds over1.r.Jhelming 
support from the American people, a large seg ent of the 
popula tion v.rould like to explore once more the possibi ity 
of ;,.rorldng out an agreement \i~Ti th Russia on atom bomb 
control. 
Only a small percentage of the voters reached in a 
cross-section survey of voters of the nation said they 
had much hope that an agreement between the two nations 
could be reached. Nevertheless, slightly over one-half 
of those vlith opinions thought that we should make an -
other attempt. 
Obviously the general public is not qualified to 
pass judgment on either the scientific oi' military 
aspects of the H-bomb issue. Those are questions f or ex-
perts. 
But the average American should have a direct int-
erest in the moral issue of vJhether the H-bomb should 
be made or not. His life and that of thousands of his 
fellolr.J citizens may be at stake if there is ever a vmr in 
vrhich H-bombs are used. 
For these reasons the American Institute of Public 
Opinion followed a suggestion made by Dr. Arthur Compton, 
Nobel Prize physicist, in a press intervie1:1 in Los 
Angeles Jan. 18 that a nationvlide public opinion survey 
be made on the H-bomb. 
The first question put to voters in the survey was: 
"Have you heard or read anything about the ne1.v 
Hydrogen bomb?" 
During the last week in January, vlhen most of the 
intervievling \vas done, 70 per cent said they had heard 
of the H-bomb , 1.vhile 30 said they had not. This vras 
before Pre sident Truman announced the decision to try to 
make the super bomb . 
* * * * 
--
Intensive Questioning 
Those who had heard of the bomb were then put 
through a series of question as follo1ors: 
A. "Will you tell me ·vrhat you do know about 
this ne1.>1 bomb?" B. "What ·would you, yourself, 
say is the best argument FOR the United State s 
trying to make a Hydrogen bomb?" C. "And 1o1hat 
vmuld you say are the best arguments AGAINST 
the United States trying to make a Hydrogen bomb?" 
All persons vJho shovred that they had given the H-
bomb some thought - at least enough to furnish an argu-
ment for or against making the bomb - were asked this 
question: 
"As you kno~or, there is a possibility that a 
new bomb may be made which might up to a thous-
and times more powerful than the atom bomb . 
Some people say the U.S. should try to make such 
a bomb because other countries may make it and 
use it against us. Other people say we should 
not take the responsibility of making a bomb 
which could kill so many people at one time. With 
1.-rhich point of view do you, yourself, agree?" 
The vote shmvs a ratio of 5-to-1 in favor of making 
the bomb: 
Should make bomb 
Should not 
No opinion 
"Informed voters" 
77% 
17 
6 
100% 
Persons who had not previously heard about the H-bomb 
1-rere also a sked the above question , 1.>1i th only the intro-
ductory phrase "as you know" eliminated . Their vote on 
vrhether such a bomb should be made almost parallels the 
vote of the more well-informed , being 3-to-1 in favor. 
When the ballots of all persons are combined - both 
those who have some information about the bomb and those 
who had not heard of it prior to t he survey - the vote 
is 73 per cent in favor, 18 per cent against and 9 per 
cent vTithout opinions. 
* * * * 
Divided on Russia 
Fully half the persons questioned in the survey said 
that the United States should try to reach some agreement 
--
-
\vi th Russia about the control of atomic bombs. 
Few of these same voters believe that \ve \vould be 
successful in reaching agreement, but they apparently 
think the effort should be made, on the chance that 
some success might result. 
All persons in the survey were asked: 
"Do you thin..'!{ vJe should try again to vrork out 
an agreement with Russia to control the atom: bomb 
before we try to make a Hydrogen bomb?" 
The vote: 
Should 
Should not 
No opinion 
48% 
45 
7 
100% 
"Do you think such an attempt to work out an 
agreement with Russia would be successful, or 
not?" 
Successful 
Not successful 
No opinion 
* * * * 
11% 
. 70 
19 
100% 
THE FORMULA FOR READABILITY 1 
RUDOLPH FLESCH 
This, the best knovm and perhaps the most easily 
usable of the formulas for measuring readability, was 
developed by Dr. Flesch at Columbia a number of years 
ago, and was recently simplified and revised. The 
revised formula is explained in detail in Dr. Flesch's 
article A ~lliW READABILITY YARDSTICK, in the Journal 
of Applied Psychology, June, 1948. The double formula 
is reproduced here, with some explanation of its 
terminology and scoring. 
READING EASE equals 206.835 minus .846 WL minus 1.015 SL 
Hm1AN INTEREST equals 3.635 PW plus 3.14 PS 
In these formulas, 
WL means average number of syllables per 100 words . 
·SL means average sentence length in number of \vords . 
PW means average percentage of person·al words. Personal 
\•rords include all nouns vii th natural gender, all pro-
nouns except neuter pronouns, and the '\mrds people 
(used vlith the plural verb) and folks. 
PS means average percentage of personal sentences. Pers-
onal sentences are defined as spoken sentences marked 
by quotation marks or otherwise; questions, commands, 
requests, and other sentences directly addressed to '·the 
reader; exclamations and grammatically incomplete sen-
tences whose meaning has to be inferred from ' the context. 
THE FORMULA FOR READABILITY 2 
Table for Interpreting Reading Ease Scores 
Description 
RE Score of Style 
0-30 
30-50 
50-60 
60-70 
70-80 
80-90 
90-100 
Very diff-
icult 
Difficult 
Fairly diff-
icult 
Standard 
Fairly easy 
Easy 
Very easy 
Typical 
Magazine 
Scientific 
Academic 
Quality 
Digests 
Slick 
fiction 
Pulp 
fiction 
Comics 
Syllables per 
100 Words 
192 or more 
167 
155 
147 
139 
131 
123 or more · 
Average 
Sentence 
Length in 
Words 
29 or more 
25 
21 
17 
14 
11 
8 or less 
Table for Interpreting Human Interest Scores 
Percentage Percentage 
Description Typical of Personal of Personal 
HI Score of Style Magazine \•lords Sentences 
0-10 Dull Scientific 2 or less 0 
l0-20 · Mildly int- Trade 4 5 
20-4o 
ere sting 
Interesting Di gests 7 15 
40-60 Highly Nevl Yorker 11 32 
interesting 
60-100 Dramatic Fiction 17 or more 58 or more 
